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Abstract 
the purpose of this study was to examine the mediating role of quality culture on the relationship 
between talent management dimensions and organizational performance of the universities in the QS 
ranking. Data were collected via an online survey in which a questionnaire link was sent to 269 vice 
chancellors/presidents of the sampled universities. This study used proportionate random sampling 
for sample selection. Partial Least Squares (PLS) algorithm and bootstrap techniques were used to 
test the hypotheses of the study. The result revealed that talent management dimensions and quality 
culture had a significant positive effect on university performance. Also, the results reveal that quality 
culture mediated the relationship between talent retention, talent development, and performance, but 
it did not mediate the relationship between talent attraction and performance of universities in QS 
ranking. Based on the empirical evidence, talent management and quality culture were essential to 
university performance; therefore, universities should develop and integrate talent and quality culture 
for better performance. Improved university performance can address the problem of low-quality 
universities and place them on top university ranking.  
Keywords: talent management, quality culture, organizational performance 
INTRODUCTION 
Nowadays, competitions exist among organisations of all kinds irrespective of nature or types of 
business and this cannot deviate much from the current innovation brought by new discoveries of 
knowledge and information technology. For organisations to continue surviving in such a competitive 
environment, there is a need to takes extra steps. Therefore, a constant improvement is required in 
an organisation to achieve an adequate level of performance capable of gaining and sustaining 
competitive advantage.  
Education like other sectors is also affected by the rapid environmental changes. According to William 
and Amin (2006), profound changes resulting from the emerging competitive business environment 
have made universities and other higher educational institute to think the same way like business 
organisations. Meanwhile, educational markets are getting to be global. Given this, the capacity to 
contend and stay in business under such a condition depends on to a great extent on how the 
progressions and change are overseen by the universities and other organisations that have teaching 
and learning as their main business (Zwain, Teong & Othman, 2012). Universities are not performing 
strongly in global comparisons based on the trend of world university ranking, with a good number 
lacks the merit to be listed. It is beyond doubt that university rankings have become a significant part 
of the tertiary education landscape both locally and around the globe. In this landscape, rankings 
have risen in importance and proliferated in unimaginable ways (Marmolejo, 2015). In view of this, 
many university stakeholders have since started to carry out a comprehensive review and implement 
plans to restructure their universities to the global competitiveness with the aim of rising well in the 
world university ranking (Cheng, Wang & Liu, 2014). 
A report from world Bank identifies the absence of concentration of talent as a problem facing higher 
institutions generally (Salmi, 2009). Similarly, the quality of global university leadership is generally 
poor, according to a United State (US) scholar who has devised an alternative model for the creation 
of flagship universities (Douglass, 2016). Addressing the issue of low-quality institutions at the Times 
Higher Education and Emerging Economies Universities Summit, a senior research fellow in public 
policy and higher education at the University of California, Berkeley, disclosed that the best 
institutions should have a strong “internal academic culture”, also on his reflection on the state of 
university leadership globally, he responded “very poor generally”, due to the little management 




Based on that, this paper was set to examine the effects of talent management (talent attraction, 
talent retention, and talent development) on organisational performance and the mediating effect of 
quality culture. Previous research has addressed several aspects of talent management and quality 
culture as regard to the performance of manufacturing and other service organisations that are profit 
oriented in nature: talent management (Cascio & Boudreau, 2016; Taie, 2015), and Quality Culture 
(Koskei, Katwalo & Asienga, 2015; Wu, 2015). Few studies were also done in the tertiary institutions, 
with quite a number focusing on student academic performance in colleges (Arulampalam Naylor & 
Smith, 2012; Kabakchieva, 2013; Karpinski, Kirschner, Ozer, Mellott, & Ochwo, 2013; Kostopoulos, 
Kotsiantis & Pintelas, 2015; Richardson, Abraham & Bond, 2012). Other studies have a very narrow 
scope, some studied used single university or group of universities in a particular location (Ali & 
Musah, 2012; Hilman & Siam, 2014; Kasim & Noh, 2012) where respondent have common 
demographic and cultural attributes. Literature suggests a use of wider scope regarding the number of 
universities and region for a better result (Ali & Musah, 2012). Other scholars, attempted to outline 
features of best, competitive or world class universities (Ahmed, 2015; Altbach, 2009; Altbach and 
Balan, 2007; Breakwell & Tytherleigh, 2010; Collins & Ho, 2014; Mpaata, 2010; Salmi, 2009 & 2015; 
Shin & Jang, 2013; Shin & Toutkoushian, 2011) with a very little attention to the talent management 
and quality culture which form part of essential element of the higher institutions system.  
Therefore, this paper was set to answer the core research question as to what are the effect of talent 
management dimensions (talent attraction, talent retention, and talent development) on organisational 
performance through the mediation of quality culture and the effect of such quality culture on 
performance of universities, using a wider scope, examining top universities in QS ranking 2015 to be 
precise. The choice of quality culture as the mediating variable is guided by previous research (Al-
Otaibi, 2015), the assumptions of dynamic capability (DC) assumptions (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 
1997) and the role of quality in predicting higher performance, especially in higher institutions of 
learning (Ali & Musah, 2012).  
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Talent management  
Talent management appeared late 1990s when McKinsey & Company first referred to it in their report 
“The War for Talent” (Handfield-Jones, Michaels & Axelrod, 2001). It has fast gained and has become 
a top priority for organisations across the world (Shingh & Sharma, 2015). Talent is critical to 
organisational success; it gives a competitive edge through the identification, redeployment, and 
development of talented employees (Clake & Winkler, 2006; Shingh & Sharma, 2015). It involves 
positioning the right people in the right jobs (Devine, 2008). This ensures that the employees 
maximize their talent for optimal success of the organization. The concept of talent management 
contains mechanisms position to guarantee attraction, retention and development of talent 
(D'Annunzio-Green, 2008). Furthermore, the concept of talent identification and development helps 
organizations identify employees that can assume leadership roles in future. This approach 
emphasizes developing talent pools that have high leadership ability (Baheshtiffar, 2011).  
The concept of talent management comprises of three important elements namely, talent attraction; 
talent retention; and talent development, that can be blend together to have a competitive edge. 
These elements are essential dimensions of talent management that might have significance effect on 
organisational performance. The following subsection discusses the relationship between talent 
management and performance. 
Talent management and performance 
Studies on talent management are mostly conceptual review that needs empirical validation. Some of 
these studies include Cascio and Boudreau (2016); Collings (2014); Collings and Mellahi (2009); 
Collings, Scullion,  And Vaiman (2015); Ensley, Carland, Ensley, and Carland (2010); Gallardo-
Gallardo, Nijs, Dries, and Gallo (2015); Lewis and Heckman (2006); Lyria (2015); Nijs, Gallardo-
Gallardo, Dries, and Sels (2014); Poorhosseinzadeh and Subramaniam, (2013); Sparrow and 
Makram (2015); as well as Thunnissen, Boselie, and Fruytier (2013).  
A few others studied the relationship between talent management and organisational success. 
Haghparast, Moharamzadeh, and Mohamadzadeh (2012) in their study on relationship between talent 
management and organisational success, reported a positive relationship between the two construct, 
using primary data and individual as the unit of analysis with employees as respondents in a 
department of youth and sport. The authors measured talent management based on planning system, 




motivation factor and performance management. Similarly, Kehinde (2012) found a positive effect of 
talent management on organisational overall performances in profit organisation with profitability and 
return on investment as measures of performance. This study has a very small size sample with a 
sixteen respondent.  
In addition, Lyria (2015) report a positive and significant relationship between talent management and 
organisation performance in a study titled effect of talent management on organisational performance 
in companies listed in Nairobi securities exchange in Kenya. Furthermore, Taie (2015) studied talent 
management in the healthcare sector and found a positive correlation between the talent 
management elements and organisational success. In the same vein, Maya and Thamilselvan (2013) 
examine the impact of talent management on employee performance and organisational efficiency 
and found a significant association on the role played by talent management in employee’s 
performance and organisational efficiency.  
Again, Bethke-Langenegger, Mahler and Staffelbach (2011) examined the effectiveness of talent 
management strategies and introduce four different strategies and show how they affect 
organisational performance. The result indicates that talent management focusing on retaining and 
developing talents as job satisfaction, motivation, commitment and trust in leaders. Added to that, 
talent management practices with a strong focus on corporate strategy have a statistically higher 
significant impact on organisational outcomes such as company attractiveness, the achievement of 
business goals, customer satisfaction and, above all corporate profit, more so than any other areas 
that talent management focuses upon (Bethke-Langenegger et al., 2011). 
Furthermore, Fakhr (2013) investigates the effect of talent management on organizational success in 
a comparative study in the petroleum sector in Egypt. The findings reveal a positive and significant 
relation between talent management and positive organizational outcomes that contribute to 
organizational success. The result implies a significant relationship between investments in talents 
and the ability to achieve and maintain high performance. When organizations manage human capital 
as a strategic asset, they will have the type of skilled workforce that serves as key in achieving 
sustainable business results and ultimately successful outcomes (Fakhr, 2013). 
To this end, there is a need to link talent management to university performance in a study, to 
observe the reaction, considering the important of talent management to organisational success. Also, 
looking at the role of human capital in determining the performance of a university it seems logical 
that talent management may have an influence too. Again, based on the reviewed literature, none has 
empirically examined the effect of individual dimensions (attraction, retention and development) of 
talent management based on the definition given by D’Annunzio-Green (2008) on performance, 
especially in a non-profit organisation like higher institutions.    Hence, this study, examine such a 
relationship and therefore formulate the following hypothesis:  
Hypothesis H1: There is a positive effect of Talent Attraction on Organisational Performance. 
Hypothesis H2: There is a positive effect of Talent Retention on Organisational Performance.  
Hypothesis H3: There is a positive effect of talent development on Organisational Performance. 
Quality culture  
Specialists in different fields of study from alternate point of view give diverse understandings to the 
concept of quality culture.  Some of them include Liu (2000) who believes that quality culture is simply 
putting quality as the centre by putting quality standard, quality improvement innovation, quality 
management art, quality consciousness, and other spiritual and cultural activities in an organisation. 
Similarly, Ning (2008) point out that quality culture comprises of the organisations’ lasting quality 
management process, enclose quality problems arising from the activities of all manners that will 
reflects the organisations’ unique quality viewpoint of value, including the organisation standard, 
moral concepts, value orientation, innovative consciousness, competitive consciousness, way of 
behaviour, customs, legal concept, traditional concepts, organisation system, the goal of organisation, 
and enterprise image among others. 
Jia (2003) believes that quality culture form in an organisation by establishing and developing the 
process that will be rooted in the minds of all the organisational staff, deciding all the production 
activities of a series of quality-related values and norms. Also, Gao and Huang (2012) sees quality 
culture as the core part of corporate culture, which influenced by the social culture of environment and 
morality. The study further list uniqueness; mutability; objectivity; sociality; inheritance; and epochal 




values, customs, procedures and expectations which promote quality, in an environment oriented 
towards continually keeping and improving quality (Popa, 2005).  
More comprehensively, Al-Otaibi (2015) defines quality culture as a positive reflection of the 
environment with commitment to quality result, process, systems, and product; it stresses upon a 
persistent positive change in an organisation to interwoven with the organisation’s strategy, policy or 
mission statement and is described as a way of decisions making. It is by and large referred to as 
attitude and values about improving the quality level of service of an organisation (Al-Otaibi, 2015). It 
is used to improve employee attitude, employee communication, and customer relationship. The 
perfect approach to building up a practical and sustainable quality culture is by offering training on 
regular basis and different educational sessions Al-Otaibi added.  
Based on the above literature, the quality culture will be conceptualised in this paper as the system of 
attitude, values, customs, procedures and expectations which promote quality, in an environment 
oriented organisation towards continually keeping and improving the quality level of services of an 
organisation. The following subsection discusses the relationship between quality culture and 
performance. 
Quality culture and performance  
Studies exist on the variable quality culture. Jinhui, Wu, Zhang, and Schroeder (2011) establish a 
relationship between quality exploration practices and operations performance with quality culture 
playing a critical role in organisational culture. Also, Wu (2015) considered the impact of quality 
culture on quality management practices and performance. Utilising information gathered from 397 
Chinese manufacturing firms in a structural equitation model. The outcomes demonstrate a chain 
impact that quality culture serves as a precursor for infrastructure practices to produce results and 
base practices give a supporting base to core practices to create positive effect on quality 
performance. Similarly, Ali and Musah (2012) report a significant correlation between quality culture 
and workforce performance. The study suggests a replication with a more systematic, probability-
based sample and larger samples and scope. In addition, Koskei et al., (2015) examine the influence 
of quality culture on the performance of research institutions in Kenya. In analysing the data, 
quantitative research design utilising Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for the analyses. The findings of 
the research study indicated that there was a strong relationship between quality culture and 
performance of research institutions in Kenya. 
Furthermore, Irani, Beskese and Love (2004) found that quality culture is a continuous improvement 
of products and service to enhance competitiveness in the business dynamic environment. This is 
relevant to university performance where they are required to maintain quality standards for entire 
stakeholders. And again, Yusof and Ali (2000) found a significant contribution of quality culture in 
improving the performance of an organization as well as influencing the thought, feelings, and 
interaction among members of the organization. Thus, quality culture is linked to the performance of 
the organization. 
On the basis of the above discussion and a suggestion from the work of Ali and Musah (2012) and 
Yorke (2000) this study is set to examine the effect of quality culture and performance in academia. 
Therefore, this study formulates the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis H4: There is a positive effect of Quality Culture on Organisational Performance. 
What makes this study unique and have a better contribution is that the quality culture is perceived as 
a mediating variable in addition to its independents which previously has been regarded as a self-
determining factor rather than a mediator (Ali & Musah, 2012; Lam, Poon & Chin, 2006; Wu, 2015). 
The choice of quality culture as the mediating variable is guided by previous research (Al-Otaibi, 
2015), the assumptions of dynamic capability (DC) theory and the already established role of quality 
culture in predicting higher performance, especially in higher institutions (Ali & Musah, 2012). In 
addition, as discussed above, several studies have revealed that quality culture has a significant 
positive effect on performance; therefore, it is possible for quality culture to serve as a mechanism or 
process to further explain the relationship between the talent management and performance as 
depicted in the theoretical framework of this study (see figure 1) as guided by Hayes (2009). 
Therefore, this leads to the following hypotheses: 





Talent management              
Hypothesis H6: Quality Culture mediates positive the relationships between Talent Retention and 
Organisational Performance. 
Hypothesis H7: Quality Culture mediates the positive relationships between Talent development and 
Organisational Performance. 
Conceptual framework and underlining theories 
The conceptual framework that gives theoretical landmark along with a set of the hypotheses of the 
study is provided in figure 1 with the indication of the developed hypothesis that explain the 
relationship and direction between the study variables. The straight lines indicate direct hypothesis for 
H1, H2, H3, and H4 while the broken line indicate the indirect relationship or mediation for H5, H6, 
and H7.  
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  Figure 1: Conceptual framework                                                                           
 
This study considers Dynamic Capability (DC) assumption in explaining the conceptual framework.  
DC is an extension of resource-based view to dynamic markets (Teece et al., 1997) due to rapid and 
unpredictable changes of nowadays environment based on the trends of technology advancement, 
new ways of doing things and the changing nature of best practices. DC is the situation by which 
organisational managers integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competencies to 
address rapidly changing environments' (Teece et al., 1997). The manipulation of knowledge 
resources, in particular, is specially, critical in such environment/markets (Grant, 1996). DC are the 
antecedent organisational and strategic routines by which managers alter their resource base-acquire 
and shed resources, integrate them together, and recombine them-to generate new value-creating 
strategies (Grant, 1996). As such, they are the drivers behind the creation, evolution, and 
recombination of other resources into new sources of competitive advantage (Henderson & Cockbur, 
1994; Teece et al., 1997). 
Thus, the study considers DC with the fundamental focus on talent and quality culture which can be 
integrated to developed a resource capable of building competitive advantage in an environment for 
better performance (Mills, Platts, & Bourne, 2003). Equally important, based on the DC assumptions, 
researchers have theorized that; when organisations have resources that are valuable, rare, 
inimitable, and non-substitutable, they can achieve sustainable competitive advantage that can give 
high performance by developing a peculiar culture of quality that guide the overall operations and also  
integrating fresh talent with value-creative mind set, developing their talent in such areas that cannot 
be easily duplicated by competing organisations in an industry within which they operate (Barney, 
1991; Conner and Prahalad, 1996; Wernerfelt, 1984). Therefore, these bases explained the 
theoretical framework of this study. 
METHODOLOGY 
Cross-sectional research design was adopted for this study using an online-survey in data collection 
due to the spread nature of the respondents with the widely displace population. The study covered 
eight hundred and ninety-one (891) universities that make the list of QS Ranking 2015. The required 
samples size is 269 based on Krejcie and Morgan (1970) table of sample determination. Institutions 
form the unit of analysis, therefore, the questionnaire was sent to the management of each university 
that makes the sample. 
Since the nature of the population of this study comprises of universities from a different 
region/continent, to avoid under or over representative of one or more region in the sample, this study 
Talent attraction  
Talent Retention 
Talent development   
Organisational 
Performance 




employs proportionate random sampling (variant of simple stratified sampling) technique as guided by 
Sekaran (2006). Out of 269 questionnaires sent, 133 responses were retrieved from the Google Form 
response sheet of the questionnaire at the end of the data collection period. This forms a response 
rate of 49.44% and is above the expected rate of response. Equally, this response rate is considered 
sufficient going by the suggestion that a sample size should be within the range of five and ten times 
the number of study variables (Bartlett, Kotrlik, & Higgins, 2001; Hair, Black, Babin, Andersen, & 
Tatham, 2010). Besides, the tool of analysis adopted for this study is SmartPLS 3.0 software, which 
requires a minimum of only 30 responses (Chin, 1998); thus, a total of 133 response rates for this 
study are more than adequate for analysis. More importantly, the 49.44% response rate falls slightly 
above the common response rate for the online survey. For instance, Ballantyne (2003) recorded 
47%, Dommeyer, Baum, Chapman, and Hanna (2004) got 43%, and Baruch (1999) has 39.6% 
among others in their online survey.  Furthermore, a response rate of 30% is considered adequate for 
a survey (Sekaran, 2003; Hair et al., 2010).  
The measurement items for the constructs were adapted from existing studies. For the three 
dimensions of talent management (talent attraction, retention and development), scale was adopted 
from Lyria, (2015). Empirical evidence has shown acceptable reliability of the measurement scale with 
a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.926 reported against the 8 items of talent attractions, 0.745 for the 9 
items of talent retention, and 0.884 for talent development with 9 item (Lyria, 2015). Quality culture as 
mediating variable was measured using a four (4) items scale adapted from the work of Wu (2015) 
with a reliability coefficient of 0.90. and finally, performance of university was measured with the 
combine but synthesized university performance indicators adapted from Academic Ranking World 
University (ARWU); Quacquarelli Symonds (QS) world university rankings; Times Higher Education 
(THE) world university ranking; and Ranking web of universities (Webometrics) based on teaching, 
internationalisation, research, size, impact and prestige. In line with previous studies, we used a five-
point Likert-type scale to measure the items with the options of “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” 
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
The study employed Partial Least Square Structural Equation Modeling (PLS SEM) SmartPLS 3.0 
software (Ringle, Wende & Becker, 2015) to analyse both the measurement and structural models 
(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988), we tested the measurement model (validity and reliability of the 
measures) followed by an examination of the structural model (testing the hypothesized relationships) 
(see Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2014; Ramayah, Lee, & Boey, 2011). To test the significance of 
the path coefficients and the loadings, a bootstrapping method was used (Hair et al. 2014). 
Descriptive analysis of respondents’ profile 
The descriptive analysis of the respondents reveals that 67.7% of the respondents are male and 
female constitute 32.3%. This is an indication that majority of the chief executive/management staff of 
the top universities are male. In terms of their age, none of the respondents’ falls below the age of 40 
years. 87.2% of the respondents are above 50 years and 12.8% have their age range between 41 to 
50 years. This gives confidence that grown up, experienced and knowledgeable personalities form the 
majority of the respondents as expected due to the fact that almost all the chief executive of the 
universities rose through the ranks.  
Again, on the positions of the respondents in their respective institutions, 12.8% of the respondents 
are the vice chancellors/presidents, 55.6% are deputy vice chancellors/ deputy presidents and 31.6% 
are other management staff of the universities.  It can be evidently seen that the responses are from 
the right people who are at management that have adequate knowledge on the management of 
universities and are in better position to give valid information on the performance and other 
constructs of this study.  
Additionally, in terms of location, 2.3% of the respondents are from African universities, 10.5% from 
Asia, 48.1% from Europe, 27.8% from North America, 1.5% Oceania and 9.8% from South America. 
This shows a fear representation of the universities from different region/continent in more or less 
their proportion in the QS ranking 2015 as design from the sampling techniques. This is an attempt to 
overcome the narrow scope problems of previous studies.  
For the universities years of existence, the majority of the universities with 66.2% are in existence for 
more than 80 years, 27.1% have their years of existence range between 61-80 years, only 6.8% falls 
in the range of 41-60 years, and none of the universities are below 40 years. This implies that the 
sampled universities are full of experience and are in the best position to get good information on the 




Similarly, for the university ranking, 13.5% are from the top first 100 universities, 21.1% have their 
placement range between 101 and 300, 20,3% range between 301 and 500, 24.1% range between 
501 and 700, and again 21.1 of the sampled universities ranked 700+. This has shown a fair 
representation of the universities from the top up, top middle and top down of the ranking. This implies 
that their responses may actually help in determining the effect of talent management and quality 
culture on the performance of universities and other higher institutions. 
Measurement model evaluation  
In this paper, measurement model was evaluated using two validity criteria: convergent validity and 
discriminant validity. Convergent validity is determined by examining the factor loadings, composite 
reliability, and average variance extracted (AVE) (Gholami, Sulaiman, Ramayah & Molla, 2013). Each 
construct of this study has achieved the loadings above 0.7, Composite reliability (CR) of all the 
constructs were all higher than 0.7 and Average variance extracted (AVE) is above 0.5 as 
recommended by Hair et al. (2014) (see Table 1). However, 7 items out of 26 were eliminated in total 
for low loading, these are TA2, TA5, and TA7 from construct talent attraction and OP3, OP6, OP9, 









Average Variance Extracted 
(AVE) 
Talent Attraction  TA1 0.927 0.943 0.768 
 TA3 0.914  
 TA4 0.806  
 TA6 0.798  
 TA8 0.928  

































In determining the discriminant validit, the HTMT ratio was examined as regarded to be a more 
reliable criterion for evaluating discriminant validity than the Fornell–Larcker criterion (Henseler et al. 
2014; Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015). The HTMT criterion in this study shows that discriminant 
validity is achieved (see table 3). The highest correlation found is between talent retention and quality 
culture with 0.640, which is within the conventional yardstick of 0.85 (Henseler et al., 2015). 





Discriminant Validity: Heterotrait-monotrait ratio (HTMT) 
TA TR TD QC OP 
TA 
TR 0.077 
TD 0.051 0.459 
QC 0.130 0.640 0.479 
OP 0.132 0.604 0.474 0.589 
Note: TA= Talent Attraction, TR= Talent Retention, TD= Talent Development, QC= Quality Culture, 
OP= Organisational Performance 
Structural model evaluation  
To assess the structural model, this paper evaluat R2, standard beta and the corresponding t-values 
(Hair et al. 2014). To obtain the t-values, a bootstrapping procedure with 5000 resample was applied. 
Therefore, the bootstrapping result from the Smart PLS reveals that path coefficient from talent 
attraction to performance (TA -> OP) is statistically significant with a beta (β) value of 0.176, t-value of 
2.401 and a p-value of 0.008 significant at the p<0.05. the result also shows significance on the effect 
of talent retention and performance (TR -> OP) with beta (β) value of 0.357, t-value of 4.386 and a p-
value of 0.000. for the effect of talent development and performance (TD -> OP) the result shows beta 
(β) value of 0.165, t-value of 2.094 and a p-value of 0.018, significance at p<0.05. On the mediation 
effect of quality culture on the relationship between the dimensions of talent management on 
performance, the results demonstrated that out of the three hypothesized mediating relationships two 
have proven to be statistically significant with one not showing significance link. Specifically, quality 
culture mediates the relationship between talent retention, talent development and performance (TR -
> QC -> OP; TD -> QC -> OP). On the contrary, quality culture did not mediate the relationship 
between talent attraction and performance (TA -> QC -> OP) at p < .01 or p < .05. (see table 3). 
Table 3 
Results of the Structural Model Analysis (Hypotheses Testing) 





P value Decision 
H1 TA -> OP 0.176 0.074 2.401 0.008 Supported 
H2 TR -> OP 0.357 0.081 4.386 0.000 Supported 
H3 TD    -> OP 0.165 0.070 2.094 0.018 Supported 
H4 QC   -> OP 0.289 0.089 3.260 0.001 Supported 
H5 TA -> QC -> OP -0.059 0.041 1.433 0.076 
Not 
Supported 
H6 TR -> QC -> OP 0.273 0.057 4.822 0.000 Supported 
H7 TD -> QC -> OP 0.129 0.050 2.566 0.005 Supported 
 
It was suggested that a good parsimonious model is the one with high R2 value explained by relatively 
fewer independent latent variables. As in this case, the R2 deemed satisfactorily with the value of 
0.471 and adjusted R2 of 0.454. In addition, we also calculated the predictive relevance (Q2) of the 
model and effect sizes of each predictors on the dependent variables (f2) (Hair et al., 2014). The study 
uses cross-validated redundancy based on the recommendation of Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt (2011, 
2013); using blindfolding procedure and the results are shown that all the dependent latent constructs 
have exhibited predictive relevance, for example, quality culture (QC) has Q² of 0.312, and 
performance (OP) has Q² of 0.245, which are greater than zero. Hence, they are within the range of 
predictive capability of the model (Hair et al., 2011, 2013). For the effect size (f2) the results reveal 
that talent attraction has a small effect size with f2 value of 0.058, talent retention has medium with f2 
value of 0.146, talent development has large effect size with f2 value of 0.39, and finally quality culture 
with f2 value of 0.094 constituting small effect size based on Cohen (1988) criteria. Therefore, all the 




Discussion and implications   
This study empirically assessed a structural model of the relationships between talent management 
dimensions (talent attraction, talent retention, and talent development) and organisational 
performance with the mediating effect of quality culture. The perceptions of university management, 
vice chancellors/president of top universities to be precise were the sources of information for testing 
the various hypotheses and model involved in the study. The findings are discussed based on the  
hypotheses which were developed in line with the research questions and objectives. 
Talent management and performance 
The first hypothesis of this study is on the first aspect of talent management which predicted a 
positive effect of talent attraction on organisational performance. It was assessed using SmartPLS 3.0 
software (Ringle et. al., 2015). Based on the result it was found that there is a significant positive 
association between talent attraction and performance. This implies that the higher the level of talent 
attraction set by the university the more it will have capable hand for better concentration that will 
better the performance. Hypothesis two is on the second dimension of talent management, and it 
states that there is a positive effect of talent retention on organisational performance. It was also 
tested utilising SmartPLS 3.0 software (Ringle et. al., 2015). The result revealed that there is a 
significant positive association between talent retention and organisational performance. In other 
words, talent retention significantly influences performance of universities. Hypothesis three of this 
study is on the last dimension on the construct. It states that there is a positive effect of talent 
development on organisational performance. It was empirically tested with SmartPLS 3.0 software 
(Ringle et. al., 2015). The finding reveals that talent development has significant positive effect on 
university performance. The implication of this finding is that the higher the level of talent development 
the more a university will perform. 
Overall, the management of top universities in the QS ranking supported the contribution of talent 
management to the success of universities. The findings show acceptance and support for the effect 
of talent management on performance. Talent management is a systematic activities and processes 
of attraction, retention and development of talent that can build competitive edge. Universities or 
better still academia is the most appropriate place where talent is expected to be properly managed. 
The finding of this study with the bases from the top universities has revealed a significant positive 
association between talent management and university performance. This implies that universities are 
expected to develop a talent pool of high potential and high performing incumbents to fill already 
identified key positions that will differentially contribute to the universities’ sustainable competitive 
advantage for better performance.  
Again, universities should be strategic in their talent management process by not only developing or 
hiring the highly trained or intelligent people to fill key positions but developing a motivational polices 
for retaining such talent to avoid the popular problems of developing nations called brain drain. In 
addition, as the finding of this study shows a positive effect of talent management on performance, 
there is a need for universities to have a very high concentration of talent in their faculties. This is in 
line with the view of Salmi (2009). This will help the universities in having a higher number of scientific 
research with the sound contribution the body of knowledge that will attract global citations to move 
the universities and entire academics forward.  
Furthermore, the finding of this study is consistent with a dynamic capability assumption (Teece et al., 
1997) also in line with the previous literature (Bethke-Langenegger, Mahler & Staffelbach, 2011; 
Kehinde, 2012; Lyria, 2015; Maya & Thamilselvan, 2013). 
 
Quality culture and performance 
Examining the effect of quality culture on organisational performance constitutes hypothesis four of 
this study. The hypothesis states that there is a positive effect of quality culture on organisational 
performance. It also undergoes empirical test using SmartPLS path coefficient analysis. The finding 
revealed that there is a positive significant relationship between quality culture and organisational 
performance. Thus, the higher the quality culture is, the more likely it is to increase performance. 
The implication of this finding is that the vice chancellors/presidents of the top universities in the QS 
world ranking 2015 supported the contribution of quality culture to the performance of universities. 
Therefore, the finding of this study implies that for varsities to compete favourable in the ranking table 




stakeholders is guided towards continually keeping and improving the quality level of services of the 
universities. In other words, university management should have a continuous improvement plan that 
is supported by innovation that can build a strong culture, which can positively improve the 
universities’ competitiveness. This will go a long way in improving the performance of the universities.      
In addition, this result is consistent with Ali and Musah (2012); Koskei, Katwalo & Asienga, (2015); Wu 
(2015) who reveal a positive association between quality culture and performance. For example, Irani 
et al., (2004) found that quality culture is a continuous improvement of products and service to 
enhance competitiveness in the business dynamic environment. This is relevant to university 
performance where they are required to maintain quality standards for entire stakeholders. And again, 
Yusof and Ali (2000) found a significant contribution of quality culture in improving the performance of 
an organization as well as influencing the thought, feelings, and interaction among members of the 
organization. Thus, quality culture is linked to the performance of the organization. 
Mediating Effects of Quality Culture 
In this section, three hypotheses (H5, H6, and H7) concerning mediating effects of quality culture on 
the relationship between talent management dimensions (talent attraction, talent retention and talent 
development) and organisational performance variable were tested. The results of mediation effect 
established that two hypotheses (H6 and H7) are found to be significant while the remaining one 
hypothesis (H5) were found not significant. Specifically, the finding was that quality culture has a 
significant mediation influence on the relationship between talent retention and performance. so also, 
talent development and performance. This implies that quality culture explains the influence of talent 
retention and development to the Performance of universities. However, non-significant results were 
found in the mediation hypotheses of quality culture in the relationships between talent attraction and 
performance. this implies that quality culture does not explain the relationship between talent 
attraction and performance of universities.  
CONCLUSION  
The study examines the direct effect of talent management dimensions (attraction, retention and 
development), quality culture and performance of universities in the QS ranking 2015. The study also 
examined the mediating effect of quality culture on the relationship between talent management 
dimensions and performance. The findings revealed that both talent management and quality culture 
are positively related to performance. It also revealed that quality culture mediate the relationship 
between talent retention, talent development and performance. However, the mediating effect of 
quality culture on the relationship between talent attraction and performance had not been established 
in this study. Thus, the study recommends future research to explore quality culture as a mediator in 
other contexts. 
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